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1.0 Summary
In the Weaver and Dane Catchments, populations of native crayfish were confirmed in 
the Peover Eye, Petty Pool Brook and Basford Brook, the last of these three being by 
far the best watercourse for native crayfish of the survey, despite few good crayfish 
foci, high levels of silt and suspected poor water quality. In addition to this a 
population of signal crayfish was confirmed on the River Dane at Hugbridge. All but 
one of these sites, on Basford Brook, coincided with previous records, but not all 
previous records were confirmed.
In the Goyt and Etherow catchments, populations of signal crayfish in Hollywood End 
Brook were confirmed and are now thought to extend along the length of the brook 
although not into the Goyt. These populations are thought to have originated from a 
signal crayfish farm at the headwaters of the brook.
A single population of native crayfish was found in Black Brook at one site near 
Chapel Milton which confirmed a previous record.
Generally crayfish populations were far more limited than habitat quality alone would 
suggest, as many seemingly suitable sites were devoid of crayfish. In such cases, water 
quality may be a determining factor.
Management recommendations to conserve native crayfish populations have been 
made, including the improvement of water and habitat quality at Basfo rd  Brook and 
investigations into the feasibility of restocking on Black Brook to control or eradicate 
signal crayfish populations at Hugbridge, on the upper Dane, and in Hollywood End 
Brook should also be assessed. The position of the crayfish farm on the latter 
watercourse also needs verification so that the owners can be liaised with and if 
necessary the premises secured to prevent further escapes.
2.0 Aims
There are three aims of this report. Firstly, to present the findings of the crayfish 
survey and details of the sites visited. Secondly to present the information on 
distribution maps with past records so that the current status can be seen and finally to 
use this information so that recommendations for the conservation of native crayfish 
can be made in accordance with the national action plan for this species and the 
Environment Agency’s Species Management Programme.
3.0 Background
3.1 Native crayfish, Austropotamobius pallipes
3.1.1 Legislation
Austropotamobius pallipes, the native crayfish is listed on Schedule 5 of the Wildlife 
& Countryside Act 1981, which makes it illegal to take it from the wild or to sell it in
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Britain. Equivalent listing is in operation in Northern Ireland. It is also included in the 
IUCN Red Data List, in Appendix III of the Bern Convention and Annexes II and V of 
the European Habitats Directive. A. pallipes is considered to be a species of interest to 
the European Union and as the British Isles are a stronghold for remaining stocks, the 
Government is required to undertake designation of SACs for species on Annex II of 
the Directive. SACs for crayfish have been recommended by English Nature but the 
Great Stour is not included. However, the EU Habitats Directive also states that 
national governments should make efforts to foster “more favourable conservation 
status” for A. pallipes. It is with this aspect of the Directive that this project is 
concerned.
There have been a number of changes in national legislation (Holdich & Rogers, 
1996; Environment Agency, 1998) to try to protect and conserve the remaining British 
populations and to try to manage populations of non-native crayfish and crayfish 
plague (Alderman and Polgase, 1988; Alderman, 1993; Rogers & Holdich, 1997). 
Such protection and management measures are now being built into the Local 
Environment Agency Plans (LEAPS) as a result of A. pallipes being one of the species 
highlighted in the UK Biodiversity Action Plan Steering Group Report (DOE, 1995) 
requiring Action Plans to ensure its long term survival. A strategy for the management 
of native crayfish (A. pallipes) populations in every river catchment of England and 
Wales has recently been published (Holdich & Rogers, 1997) as part of the 
Environment Agency’s Species Management Programme and categorises the Stour 
catchment as ‘Category B’ - where there is limited spread of non-native crayfish and a 
relatively widespread distribution of native crayfish (see Figure 6, Appendix I) This 
report recommends within the Stour catchment that “where practicable, non-native 
crayfish should be contained or eradicated and native crayfish populations should be 
conserved. Proactive steps should also be taken to prevent further spread of non-native 
populations including strong objections to any planned crayfish farms” (Holdich & 
Rogers, 1997).
3.1.2 National distribution
Austropotamobius pallipes has a widespread distribution across the British Isles 
although it is confined to areas with relatively hard, alkaline water. It is therefore 
naturally absent from western Wales, south-west England, Scotland and parts of 
Ireland. However, introduced populations in north-west Scotland and western Wales 
have survived in suitable localised conditions (Holdich & Reeve, 1991). Recent 
surveys have shown that the native crayfish is particularly abundant in central and 
northern parts of England although the effects of crayfish plague have taken their toll 
(Alderman, 1996).
3.1.3 Habitat and water quality requirements
In the British Isles, A. pallipes occupies a range of habitats including small streams, 
brooks, rivers, lakes, reservoirs and water filled quarries. It prefers locations without 
too much sediment, does not inhabit deep silt, and may be eliminated by operations 
such as dredging. Shelter, e.g. crevices in rocks, the interstices of suitable sized stones 
and submerged macrophytes and tree roots are important for survival. It tends to be 
nocturnal and is omnivorous, feeding on a wide variety of vegetable and animal matter 
as well as detritus. It is eaten by many types of fish, e.g. perch, trout, chub, pike and
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eel as well as birds, rats, mink and otter. The young also fall victim to carnivorous 
insect larvae and nymphs (e.g. beetles and dragonflies). As with most crayfish species, 
it is cannibalistic, particularly on recently moulted individuals. It can be abundant in 
suitable waters but is sensitive to biocides and other pollutants, particularly those 
lowering the oxygen concentration of the water. There is often a negative correlation 
between crayfish distribution and cattle/sheep access to the water body, possibly due 
to associated increases in silt levels and a local decrease in water quality.
3.2 Non-native crayfish species and Crayfish Plague
3.2.1 National situation
The original distribution of the native crayfish, A. pallipes is being affected by the 
spread of non-native crayfish species. Since the 1970s five non-native species have 
been introduced into the wild in this country for aquacultural and culinary purposes. 
These species have found their way into the wild and several now form such extensive 
populations in England that they are being harvested (Rogers & Holdich 1995b; 
Rogers, 1996a). The most common species are the signal crayfish, P. leniusculus, 
which has a widespread distribution, and the Turkish or narrow-clawed crayfish, 
Astacus leptodactylus, which is usually only found in lakes around London such as the 
Serpentine in Hyde Park, Aldenham Reservoir and Tykes Water.
Two further species, the noble crayfish, Astacus astacus and the red swamp crayfish, 
Procambarus clarkii have been recorded at single locations. Recently, reports of 
populations of spiny-cheek or striped crayfish, Orconectes limosus have been recorded 
in Essex and Bedfordshire. The introduction of these species poses a threat to the 
survival of the native crayfish as they are usually superior competitors and some can 
carry a fungal disease, crayfish plague (Aphanomyces astaci), to which A. pallipes is 
totally susceptible (Holdich, Rogers & Reader, 1995). The national distribution of the 
native crayfish is being reduced dramatically by this disease which has eliminated 
many populations since the 1980s, particularly in southern England.
3.2.2 Non-native crayfish legislation
It is illegal under Section 14 of the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 to introduce 
crayfish species which are not “ordinarily resident” into the wild in Britain. 
Additionally, signal, Turkish and noble crayfish were listed on Schedule 9 of the 
Wildlife & Countryside Act in 1992 due to their perceived threat to the native 
crayfish. This effectively classifies them as pests to which Section 14 of the Act still 
applies, despite the fact that they are now ordinarily resident. If red swamp and spiny- 
cheek crayfish are found to be breeding in the wild, then they too will be added to the 
list.
However, for farming purposes, signal crayfish may be introduced if a licence is 
obtained from the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (MAFF). In May 1996, 
the Government introduced further measures to protect the native crayfish: ‘The 
Prohibition of Keeping of Live Fish (Crayfish) Order 1996’. Parallel legislation has 
been introduced to make the whole of Scotland a prohibited area for all non-native
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crayfish species. In prohibited areas the unlicensed keeping of crayfish is banned, 
although the few crayfish farms already operating will be allowed to continue 
(Holdich & Rogers, 1996). The regulations also ban the unlicensed keeping of all 
other non-native crayfish species in the whole of England and Wales. There is an 
exemption from the new regulations for those keeping non-native crayfish for direct 
human consumption. A ‘Code of Practice’ has been produced for fish markets, hotels 
and restaurants advising them how to keep live crayfish securely, and of their legal 
responsibilities.
It is also illegal to allow non-natives to escape, e.g. from crayfish farms; ‘reasonable 
steps’ and ‘due diligence’ must be exercised to avoid this. In addition to the above 
legislation, persons producing crayfish for sale or transfer are required to register 
under a 1985 Order of The Diseases of Fish Act. Separate legislation exists for 
Northern Ireland and the Republic of Ireland where the importation of non-native 
crayfish is forbidden, unlike in Britain (Rogers & Holdich, 1996).
3.3 Previous records
There are several previous records for both A. pallipes and P. leniusculus within the 
catchment, see Appendix III and Figure I.
4.0 Methodology
The field survey work was undertaken in two periods; firstly between 13.10.98 and 
23.10.98 and secondly between 4.11.98 and 21.11.98. Floods (Photographs 9 & 10) 
prevented work on the rivers between these two periods and there was some rainfall 
during the two periods which washed away some traps (see Table 2, Appendix II) and 
increased turbidity to such an extent at some sites that hand searching was impossible 
(Also noted at the appropriate sites in Appendix II).
The sample sites on the Weaver and Dane (77 sites) were selected by the Environment 
Agency and those on the Goyt and Etherow (39 sites) were selected by David Rogers 
Associates. Sampling sites were selected to cover areas of known previous records but 
also to provide a complete survey of the catchment. Thus at many sites it was unlikely 
that crayfish would be found, but these sites had to be included for coverage of the 
catchment.
i) Trapping
Two plastic crayfish traps, “trappies”, baited with kipper were placed in suitable 
positions in the river at each site indicated in yellow on Figures 2-7, Appendix I. The 
traps were left overnight and retrieved approximately 24 hours later. Some sites were 
unsuitable for trapping due to the water being too shallow (see Appendix II).
ii) Manual searching
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The most suitable habitats were manually searched within 200 m stretches 
surrounding each site. Stones and rocks were overturned from the riverbed and once 
the silt had settled, any crayfish present were picked out by hand. A pond net was held 
downstream of the zone of disturbance to catch any mobile crayfish. Searching 
amongst tree roots was undertaken with a pond net. For purposes of standardisation, 
manual searching was undertaken for a duration of 40 minutes at each site.
The type of habitat where the trap was set and the additional habitat sampled during 
the search were recorded using a standard field data recording form. The individual 
details (species, sex, weight, carapace length, ‘notes’) of any crayfish caught were also 
recorded. Details in the ‘notes’ include: inspection of all females for ‘glair’(a seasonal 
indication of readiness to breed) and inspection of all individuals caught for 
‘thelohaniasis’ (porcelain disease - a chronic disease that occurs in most crayfish 
populations). The external appearance of the crayfish was also noted and the presence 
of epibionts, e.g. epistylis, a protozoan which does not appear to cause problems on 
the exoskeleton but may cause problems if it occurred in the gills, was noted.
Following examination, the native crayfish were returned to the water and the signal 
crayfish were removed to David Rogers Associates premises which is licensed to 
hold non-native crayfish for research purposes.
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5.0 Results
The positions of sample sites are displayed on Figures 2-7 (Appendix I) and the 
National Grid References of each site appear in Appendix II with the results of the 
trapping and hand searching and habitat descriptions. Details of crayfish found appear 
in Table 2.
During the survey two species of crayfish were found. Firstly the native crayfish, 
Austropotamobius pallipes, a total of 25 individuals (7 females, 17 males and one that 
was seen but not caught) and secondly the signal crayfish, Pacifastacus leniusculus, a 
total of 12 individuals (7 females and 5 males).Thelohaniasis was only found in one 
individual and some females showed initial signs of glair. Epistylis was noted all the 
specimens (12 A. pallipes) caught at one site on Basford Brook (Site Ba 4) possibly 
indicating an increased organic loading at this site.
This survey yielded populations of native crayfish at sites on Petty Pool Brook, 
Basford Brook, the Peover Eye and Black Brook whereas signal crayfish were found 
on the River Dane and Hollywood End Brook.
All except two of the crayfish populations found during this survey (Table 1, below) 
coincide with previous records (Table 3a and 3b, Appendix III)although not all 
records were confirmed.
It should be noted that the methods employed in this survey do not necessarily catch 
crayfish at sites where they are present although every effort was made to do this 
within the constraints of the contract. The use of two methods, which necessitates at 
least two visits per sample site increases the chances of crayfish capture. However the 
methods employed are not exhaustive and sampling of areas where crayfish numbers 
are low may not produce positive results.
Table 1. Sites where crayfish were found during the present survey.
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Table 2. Details of crayfish caught during the present survey.
KEY: h/s - handsearch
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6.0 Discussion
6.1 The Dane and Weaver catchments
The two major rivers from which the catchment’s name is derived proved to be largely 
devoid of crayfish. This was probably due to a general lack of suitable habitat, 
especially on the Weaver, where there were few good foci and high levels of silt. 
Habitat on the Dane was better in upstream areas but deteriorated as it moved towards 
its point of confluence with the Weaver. Sites W13, W14 and W15, were ineffectively 
sampled due to extensive flooding and subsequent loss of traps. Even where traps 
were successfully retrieved after the floods, turbid, swollen water and high silt loads 
meant that finding or capturing crayfish was unlikely. However, given the complete 
lack of previous records and generally unsuitability of habitat, it is fairly unlikely that 
any crayfish would have been caught under suitable conditions.
One population of signal crayfish was found on the River Dane at Hugbridge where 
they had been discovered earlier this year (pers. comm. Andy Goodwin). No other 
populations of either species were found on the River Dane despite previous records.
The main focus of interest for crayfish lies not in the main rivers (Dane or Weaver), 
but their tributaries. Native Crayfish populations were discovered in Petty Pool Brook, 
Basford Brook and the Peover Eye.
PETTY POOL BROOK (BOGART BROOK)
Native crayfish were found at the furthest point upstream (Ppl), where the brook runs 
into a small pond and the furthest point downstream (Pp3) where it joins the River 
Weaver. This corresponds with previous records, but there are also records for site 
Pp2 (Bradford Mill) which were unconfirmed by the present survey. Site Ppl 
contained some quite good habitat and yielded two females with glair, thus indicating 
a healthy population at this site. At face value, Pp2 and Pp3 were less suitable 
containing no stones and high silt loads. There is a livestock crossing just upstream of 
Pp2 but apart from the disturbance and increased silt load that may be caused by this 
factor, habitat at both these sites was similar. Therefore, given that crayfish were 
present at Pp3 and there are previous records for Pp2 there may well still be a 
population here that was undetected by the survey.
PEOVER EYE
One population of crayfish was found on the Peover Eye at Pe3 (Millbank Farm) 
which coincides with a previous record there. The other previous record at Pe2 
(Shawcroft Hall) was not confirmed by the survey. This particular site proved 
extremely difficult to find. When it was finally located, it was found to be little more 
than a small slack choked with silt and leaf litter; a site that appeared to be unsuitable 
for crayfish. As the previous record dates back to 1978, when the conditions at this 
site may well have been different, it could now be obsolete.
It is surprising that crayfish were not found at any of the other three sites on the 
Peover Eye, as habitat quality all along the river was generally good. However, Pel
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and Pe5 were effected by the floods in the same way as W13, W14 and W15, so there 
may have been crayfish populations at these points undetected in this survey.
BASFORD BROOK (GRESTY BROOK)
Despite the fairly unprepossessing appearance of this watercourse, Basford Brook 
turned out to be the jewel in the crown of the entire survey. Out of the six sites 
surveyed, native crayfish were found at three of them. The crayfish were found at Ba2 
(Weston Hall), Ba4 (Crewe Hall, see Photograph 6) and Ba5 (The Raven). There is 
previous anecdotal evidence of crayfish at Ba5 and this survey establishes this as fact. 
Large numbers of crayfish were discovered at Crewe Hall earlier this year by David 
Rogers Associates, whilst engaged in a another crayfish survey and rescue during a 
pipeline crossing (Rogers, 1998). Weston Hall, however is a an entirely new site for 
native crayfish. At Ba1 and Ba3, the two other sites where there are previous records, 
no crayfish were found, but this does not necessarily mean that there are no crayfish 
there. Habitat quality was poor at both of these sites but this is not something that 
seems to concern the crayfish of Basford Brook. Along the majority of the brook 
habitat quality is generally poor, with few good foci and high silt loads, especially at 
Crewe Hall (see Photograph 6) where the largest single catch of the survey was made. 
At Crewe Hall a total of 12 crayfish were caught.  These were all older specimens and 
all were a black colour that indicates that they have not moulted for some time 
(probably not for one year). The presence of epistylis (a growth all over the carapace) 
points to a high organic loading of the water in this stretch of the brook. However all 
females present in the catch showed signs of glair, so the population seems to be fairly 
healthy. Absence of younger specimens in the catch is because hand-searching was 
unsuccessful in the brook and the traps tend to catch larger crayfish. This is not 
necessarily a problem as the smaller crayfish, like the larger ones, may also inhabit 
burrows but is worth further investigation.
By combining the results of this survey and previous records it can be seen that 
crayfish appear to show uninterrupted presence along most of the length of Basford 
Brook.
D U CK O W
No crayfish were found in the remainder of the Dane and Weaver catchments (below).
The River Duckow contained unsuitable habitat on most of the stretch surveyed, with 
exception of the most upstream site, Du5 (Moreton Hall). This contained a lot of very 
good quality habitat, but despite this and a post-1990 record for the site, no crayfish 
were caught here. Again it must be stressed that this does not crayfish are not present 
here. They may be present in low numbers.
NEWHALL AND BARNETT BROOKS
Newhall and Barnett Brooks also produced negative results despite plentiful good 
habitat especially at N1 (Photograph 1) for which there is previous post-1990 record. 
Figure 1 shows two records for Barnett Brook on the map adapted from the Agency 
and Cheshire Wildlife Trust but a written reference to these could not be found, so to
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it is impossible to tell how recent the records are or their precise locations. They may, 
in fact be two past records at Combermere (see Table 3a, Appendix III) on Newhall 
Brook.
CHECKLEY AND VALLEY BROOKS
Checkley and Valley Brooks were similarly barren of crayfish and again this was not 
due to lack of suitable habitat as both brooks were quite good in this respect. There is 
one previous record on Checkley Brook at C3. This was unconfirmed by the survey, 
but personal communication with Mr Glover, a local resident, revealed that he had 
recently caught a “farmed” crayfish from an old well very close to this site 
(Photograph 3).
Valley Brook, at its furthest points upstream runs through some quite heavily 
industrialised areas, so water quality could be a factor limiting crayfish distribution 
here.
6.2 The Goyt and Etherow catchments
In a marked similarity to the Dane and Weaver catchments it was not the not the two 
main rivers themselves that formed the main focus of crayfish populations in the 
survey. No Crayfish were found on either the Goyt or the Etherow. The one previous 
record that exists for either species on the Goyt and the Etherow was of a signal 
crayfish that was found on the Etherow, just upstream from Etherow Country Park 
(see Table 4b, Appendix III) but despite sampling at Etherow Country Park itself as 
well as upstream, the record remains unsubstantiated by this survey. In contrast with 
the Rivers Dane and Weaver, the lack of crayfish on the Rivers Goyt and Etherow can 
not be attributed to poor quality habitat, as plenty of good habitat was available on 
both rivers. The key here could be water quality. The two rivers converge just on the 
outskirts of Stockport. At the furthest downstream points there is substantial 
industrialisation and urbanisation, so water quality may be too poor for crayfish. 
Further upstream both rivers run into a series of reservoirs. In the case of the Etherow 
pH decreases from 6.5 to 5.5 between sites E6 and E2 and this increased acidity, 
which is a result of peat run off (pers. comm. Gary Porter, University of Manchester) 
would exclude both species of crayfish, at least at sites E1 and E2. A similar situation 
may exist for the River Goyt; for example Site G4 was very deep dark and peaty and 
heavily overhung with rhododendron bushes which favour fairly acidic soils. The run­
off here is therefore quite likely to be acidic.
The main interest of the survey of the Goyt and Etherow catchments again centred on 
the tributaries, as it did in the Dane and Weaver catchments. Three tributaries of River 
Goyt were surveyed; Hollywood End Brook, Black Brook and the River Sett. Crayfish 
were found on the first two of these three tributaries.
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HOLLYWOOD END BROOK
Three sites were surveyed on this brook. He1 and He3 were chosen because there 
were previous records of signal crayfish at both these sites and He2 was chosen as an 
accessible midway point between the two other sites. Although He1 and He2 were 
located easily, finding He3 proved to be extremely problematical. The eventual site, 
whilst very close to He3 was unfortunately only an approximation. As a result the He3 
record was not confirmed by the survey, nor were crayfish found at the replacement 
site. However the signal crayfish record at He1 was confirmed, and a new one 
established of the same species at He2. The native crayfish record that was found at 
He1 at the same time as the signal crayfish record (see Table 4b, Appendix III), was 
not confirmed during this survey and it is probable that during the 2 years that have 
elapsed since these two records, that the remaining native crayfish have been 
displaced by their American counterparts. It is clear from the survey, that signal 
crayfish are likely to be present throughout most of Hollywood End Brook. Habitat 
quality throughout this brook is extremely good, especially at He1, where high 
densities of signal crayfish were caught. The source of these non-native crayfish is 
almost undoubtedly a crayfish farm, which although was not specifically located, is 
known to exist in the headwaters of Hollywood End Brook. What does seem 
surprising however is that despite their prevalence throughout Holly End Brook, 
almost up to the point of confluence with the Goyt, there are no signal crayfish in the 
Goyt downstream of the brook. As mentioned earlier however, this may be a direct 
effect of water quality.
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BLACK BROOK
The one previous A. pallipes (1986) record on this brook at Bb4 (Chapel Milton) was 
successfully confirmed by this survey but the P. leniusculus records from the tributary 
(Wash Brook) at this point, i.e. the point of confluence, were not confirmed. It is 
interesting to note that all three A. pallipes specimens caught here were in very good 
condition. They showed the light brown body coloration that is indicative of having 
recently moulted and a pink tinge on the white under-claw, often more visible on 
smaller specimens as these were. The authors suggest that the P. leniusculus records 
may be a mis-identification and that a possible reason for the mis-identification could 
be as a result of the pink colouration which was very clear on specimens of A. pallipes 
caught here.
The A. pallipes found showed no epistylis or thelohania and there were no claws 
missing. This in a turn suggests fairly good water quality.
It is somewhat puzzling that despite good quality habitat, no native crayfish 
populations were found at other locations on Black Brook.
RIVER SETT
No crayfish were found on the River Sett despite a superfluity of good habitat. It is 
hard to speculate as to why this may be.
7.0 Conclusion and recommendations
The native crayfish populations revealed and compiled from previous records during 
this survey have limited distributions except on the Basford Brook. Signal crayfish 
appear to be spreading.
Habitat management should be implemented to conserve native crayfish populations 
by firstly making sure that man made operations do not interfere with the crayfish’s 
habitat, secondly, by controlling/eradicating non-native crayfish populations and 
thirdly, in the long term, by considering a native crayfish restocking programme 
(Environment Agency’s Species Management Programme, Holdich & Rogers, 1997).
In response to this management strategy, the following actions are recommended:
1. Investigate possibility of improving both habitat and water quality at Basford 
Brook with the aim of reducing the amount of pollution in the water and enhancing 
habitat here, possibly by reducing silt build up and increasing the number of 
potential crayfish foci (e.g. boulders). Special efforts should be made to conserve 
this extensive native crayfish population which is the best population in the 
catchments surveyed.
2. Carry out further sampling on Black Brook, in an attempt to clarify further the 
status of native crayfish here. If only native crayfish are present as anticipated, and 
water quality is good throughout the brook attempts to expand the population at 
Bb4 should be considered.
3. Verify ownership of land and status of P. leniusculus introduction in the 
headwaters of Holly End Brook with a view to population control/eradication and 
prevention of continued escape from the crayfish farm.
4. The extent (upstream and downstream) of the P. leniusculus population at 
Hugbridge needs to be verified, and steps taken towards its eradication if possible.
5. The record of P. leniusculus found just upstream of Etherow Country Park needs to 
be verified (see Table 4b, Appendix III).
6. Ensure the above recommendations are included in LEAPs and BAPs.
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Appendix I: Figures 1- 7 .  Maps.
Figure 1. Map to show rivers surveyed and position of all crayfish records (past 
records and records found during this survey).
Figure 2. Map of the Weaver (W) & Duckow (Du) rivers and Newhall (N), Barnett 
(B) and Petty Pool (Pp) brooks.
Figure 3. Map of Valley (Vb), Basford (Ba) & Checkley (C) brooks and the River Lea 
(L).
Figure 4. Map of the River Dane (D).
Figure 5. Map of the Peover Eye (Pe).
Figure 6. Map of the River Etherow (E).
Figure 7. Map of the River Goyt (G) and its tributaries, the Sett (S), Hollywood End 
Brook (He) and Black Brook (Bb).
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Appendix II: Table 2. Sample site details.
19
T a b le  2. Sam ple site details
Site National
Grid
Reference
Water­
course
Location Crayfish
Caught
Trap set Surrounding 
habitat & 
suitability
W1 SJ 620 470 River
Weaver
Sandford
bridge
Under o/h 
vegetation.
Some o/h vegetation, 
but no other obvious 
foci. Poor habitat.
W2  SJ 622 448 River
Weaver
Kingswood 
Green Farm.
Under o/h 
branches and 
vegetation.
Some o/h branches 
and vegetation, but 
no other obvious 
foci. Moderate/poor 
habitat. Water turbid 
and swollen from 
floods.
W3  SJ 642 429  River Brown’s
Weaver Bank
Under Bridge Some o/h branches 
and vegetation as 
well as some stone 
alongside wall of 
bridge. Moderate 
habitat.
W4  SJ 652 430 River
Weaver
Copthorne Under o/h 
branches.
Some o/h branches 
but no other foci. 
Poor habitat
W5 SJ 652 443 River
Weaver
Aqueduct Amongst 
submerged 
tree roots and 
against 
walling.
Plenty of o/h 
branches and 
submerged roots as 
well as cracked 
walling. Still very 
swollen and turbid 
from floods. Good 
habitat.
W6 SJ 658 451 River
Weaver
Monks Hall 
Farm
At base of o/h 
crack willow.
Some o/h branches 
and occasional 
stones but few other 
foci. Still very 
swollen and turbid 
from floods. 
Moderate/poor 
habitat.
W7  SJ 663 463 River
Weaver
Hankelow
Hall
Under 
submerged 
tree roots.
Some o/h branches 
and submerged roots 
but few other 
obvious foci. Still 
very swollen and 
turbid from floods. 
Moderate/poor 
habitat.
W8 SJ 670 484 River
Weaver
Dairy Hall 
Farm
Under o/h 
branches
Some o/h branches 
but few other 
obvious foci. Water 
turbid and swollen
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from floods.
Moderate/poor
habitat.
W9 SJ 659 498 River 
Weaver
Batherton 
Hall
Alongside 
bridge and 
amongst 
stones.
o/h branches, some 
stones and cracked 
stone around base of 
bridge.
Moderate/good 
habitat.
W10 SJ 649 509 River 
Weaver
Shrewbridge 
house
Under o/h 
branches
Some o/h branches 
but few other 
obvious foci. Water 
turbid and swollen 
from floods. 
Moderate/poor 
habitat.
W11 SJ 652 536 River 
Weaver
A51 Under 
submerged 
tree roots and 
o/h branches.
Some o/h branches 
and submerged tree 
roots, but few other 
foci. Water turbid 
and swollen from 
floods and choked 
with flood debris. 
Moderate/poor 
habitat.
W12 SJ 663 559
W13 SJ 665 590
W14 SJ 663 630
W15 SJ 667 607
River Rookery Hall - Alongside o/h branches and
Weaver bridge stones, as well as
foundations. cracked stone
around bridge
foundations. Water
turbid and swollen
from floods.
Moderate/good
habitat
River Hoolgrave Alongside Possible interstices
Weaver Manor bridge. Both under bridge but
traps swept river lacking
away by obvious foci. Poor
floods. habitat
River Church Under o/h o/h branches and
Weaver Minshull branches. some broken stones.
Traps present Moderate habitat.
throughout NB-mill run dry so
extensive traps set at adjacent
floods, but weir on main river.
both
successfully
retrieved
afterwards.
River Weaver Amongst o/h some o/h branches
Weaver Bank branches and and broken stone.
broken stone. Moderate habitat.
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Appendix III: Table 3a & 3b. Previous crayfish records. 
Table 3a. Previous records in Dane and Weaver catchments.
Table 3b. Previous records in Goyt and Etherow catchments.
Note:
The source of records for Tables 3a and 3b is the Agency and Cheshire Wildlife 
Trust. David Rogers Associates assisted Cheshire Wildlife Trust in compiling 
their records.
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A p p e n d i x  I V :  F i e ld  d a t a  r e c o r d i n g  f o r m .
36
David Rogers Associates Crayfish Field Data Recording Form
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A p p e n d i x  V : P h o to g r a p h s .
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Photograph 5. Unidentified footprints at Site Pe4, on the Peover Eye. Could be mink or otter (for which 
there are records on the Peover Eye), both of which are very partial to crayfish.
Photograph 6. Site Ba4, on Basford Brook. Note the complete lack o f crayfish foci and extremely large
amounts of silt. At face value a very poor crayfish habitat but paradoxically, the best site for 
A. pallipes o f  the entire survey.
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P h o to g ra p h  7. Pacifastacus leniusculus at site He1. on Holly End Brook, the best site for this species of the 
survey.
P h o to g ra p h  8. Site G1, the furthest point upstream surveyed on the River Goyt. Based on physical
appearance, this would appear to be a good crayfish habitat with numerous stones and a 
collapsed wall providing cover. However no crayfish were found here. Could acidity be a 
problem?
42
P h o to g ra p h s  9 a n d  10. Extensive flooding on the River Weaver made surveying impossible 
between 23.10.98 and 4.11.98.
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